Negotiation is an important tool for managing interdependence and the intensification of global business activity has increased the need for negotiating across borders. An impressive body of literature has highlighted the challenges faced by negotiators in intercultural negotiations (e.g. Adair and Brett 2005; Brett and Okumura 1998; Bulow and Kumar 2011; Gelfand et al. 2013; Hofstede et al. 2012; Kumar 1999a; Lee et al. 2006; Ready and Tessema 2009) . This literature has underscored the importance of differences in influence strategies, patterns of information sharing, and conflicting negotiating styles in shaping negotiating processes and outcomes. Yet, there are few empirical studies that examine the nature of emotional reactions among negotiators in a cross-cultural negotiating process or how such emotional reactions may shape the negotiating dynamics (Adam and Shirako 2013; Cropanzano et al. 2012 ).
Introduction
Negotiation is an important tool for managing interdependence and the intensification of global business activity has increased the need for negotiating across borders. An impressive body of literature has highlighted the challenges faced by negotiators in intercultural negotiations (e.g. Adair and Brett 2005; Brett and Okumura 1998; Bulow and Kumar 2011; Gelfand et al. 2013; Hofstede et al. 2012; Kumar 1999a ; Lee et al. 2006; Ready and Tessema 2009) . This literature has underscored the importance of differences in influence strategies, patterns of information sharing, and conflicting negotiating styles in shaping negotiating processes and outcomes. Yet, there are few empirical studies that examine the nature of emotional reactions among negotiators in a cross-cultural negotiating process or how such emotional reactions may shape the negotiating dynamics (Adam and Shirako 2013; Cropanzano et al. 2012 ).
The study of emotion in intercultural negotiations is still in its infancy. The neglect of emotions in the study of intercultural negotiations is somewhat surprising inasmuch as cultural distance creates uncertainty about how one's counterpart might behave in negotiation and/or how one should deal with him/her. The distance may also lead to expectancy violations that further enhance the uncertainty that exists among the participants (Mandler 1975; Mendes et al. 2007 ). Expectancy violations may occur either because of under-adaptation or even because of over-adaptation to the cultural norms of one's counter-negotiator (Adair et al. 2009 ). The resulting uncertainty can be detrimental to effective interaction because it may generate negative emotions such as anxiety and induce the participants to behave in ways that may enhance rather than reduce the cultural distance between them (Duronto et al. 2005; Gudykunst 1988 Gudykunst , 2005 Hullett and Witte 2001; Samochowiec and Florack 2010) . Although anxiety has been the main emotion that has been investigated by Gudykunst's anxiety/management theory, other emotions may be equally crucial in shaping intercultural adaptation that is an area that remains inadequately explored. Assessing the role of emotions is critical because they shape behaviour and influence judgments that individuals form of one other ).
Overcoming these potential emotional biases necessitate greater effort, more persistence, and a more positive and proactive orientation all of which may be unfavourably impacted upon by negative emotions (Seo et al. 2004) . Kopelman and Rosette (2008) have also highlighted the importance of the display of emotions on negotiation outcomes. Their study involving East Asian and Israeli negotiators showed that in the East Asian cultural context, where the demonstration of respect is important, negotiators who displayed negative emotions were less likely to be successful in their negotiations.
Moreover, a major feature of emotions is that they are associated with action tendencies (Frijda 1986; Lazarus 1991) and this has implications for the strategies that the negotiators choose to follow. For example, anger may lead to a retaliatory spiral (Allred 1999; Allred et al. 1997) , while tension may lead to a withdrawal or an agreement (Kumar 1999a ). Anger and tension are both negative emotions with the latter being closely linked to fear (Shaver et al. 1987) .
In one of the few empirical studies to date, Lee et al. (2006) demonstrated that in an intercultural negotiation setting involving Chinese and American executive MBA students both groups of participants experienced tension but its behavioural consequences were different for the two groups. The Chinese reacted to the emergence of tension by trying to reach an agreement but the level of trust for their American counterparts declined. Trust is considered to be of critical importance in intercultural negotiations (e.g. Gunia et al. 2011 ) and the study by Lee et al. (2006) buttresses the argument made by Jones and George (1998) that emotions have an impact on trust judgments. For the Americans, by contrast, the emergence of tension had a negative impact on their ability to reach an agreement. This may be related to the differential perspective-taking ability of collectivists and individualists (Wu and Keysar 2007 ) that, in turn, carries implications for emotional volatility of negotiators.
Third, negotiators embedded in different cultures approach negotiations differently (e.g. Adair et al. 2001; Adair et al. 2009; Brett 2000 , Kumar 1999a .
Negotiators from collectivistic cultures have as their uppermost priority the establishment of a relationship as opposed to their individualistic counterparts (e.g. Kumar 1999b ). Collectivistic negotiators exchange information indirectly whereas their individualistic counterparts exchange information directly (e.g. Adair et al. 2001) .
Different approaches to negotiation may interfere with the ability of the negotiators to accomplish their goals and in the process give rise to negative emotions. Fourth, the negative emotions experienced by negotiators from different cultures are likely to be different (Kumar 2004) , although to date this remains an untested theoretical prediction. It has been maintained that members of individualistic cultures are likely to experience dejection-related emotions whereas members of collectivistic cultures are likely to experience agitation-related emotions (Kumar 2004) . Dejectionrelated emotions represent the absence of a positive outcome whereas agitation-related emotions represent the presence of a negative outcome (Higgins 1987 ).
As our review suggests, emotions can have a powerful impact on the processes and outcomes of intercultural negotiations. The purpose of this study is to demonstrate the linkage between cultural variation (individualistic and collectivistic cultures) and the types of discrete emotions that are most prevalent in an unsuccessful intercultural business negotiation. In a failed intercultural negotiation, negative emotions are the likely consequence and we wish to explore if the type of negative emotion that gets activated is a function of culture. Thus, this study wishes to contribute to cross-cultural business negotiation research by enhancing our understanding of the emotional dynamics of intercultural negotiating processes. We focus on negative emotions because how individuals deal with them have significant consequences for the success or the failure of a negotiation. A negative emotion such as anger may invite an aggressive response and in doing so set up a vicious spiral which drags the parties further apart rather than bringing them closer (Pruitt et al. 2003) . Positive emotions are addressed less extensively in this research.
More specifically, the contribution of the paper is three fold. First, we provide the first pieces of empirical evidence showing that qualitatively different emotions (dejection vs. agitation) may be experienced after a failed business negotiation by collectivists and individualists. Second, we reveal the existence of the relationship between perspective-taking ability and emotional volatility in the context of failed business negotiation involving collectivists and individualists. Third, we propose and test the idea that discrete negative emotions resulting from a failed business negotiation lead to different behavioural tendencies in collectivistic and individualistic cultures.
We begin by discussing the concepts of emotions, culture and their interlinkages. This leads to the elaboration of three research hypotheses which are then tested using a scenario analysis of an intercultural negotiation involving Indian and Finnish study participants. The paper concludes with a discussion highlighting the theoretical implications, avenues for future research, and the limitations of the study.
Theoretical framework for the study
The conceptual elaboration consists of brief reviews of affect and culture. Their integrative consideration culminates into the development of research hypotheses. Barsade and Gibson (2007) conceive of affect as an overarching term that comprises of discrete emotions, moods, and feeling traits (see also Barry et al. 2004) . Discrete emotions have a specific cause, are accompanied by physiological reactions, and are associated with action tendencies (Bagozzi et al. 1999; Frijda 1986; Yzerbyt et al. 2003) . Thus, the discrete emotion of anger is associated with the action tendency of aggression while the discrete emotion of fear is associated with the action tendency to escape. Emotions are short-lived phenomena that can be characterized in terms of their frequency, intensity, and duration (Kumar 1997) . Moods, by contrast, represent general feelings of pleasantness or unpleasantness and are not associated with any specific cause. Dispositional affect, on the other hand, is a personality trait that characterizes an individual's tendency to experience positive or negative moods and emotions (Watson and Clark 1984) .
The role of affect
This study seeks to focus on discrete emotions for two key reasons. First, the intercultural negotiating process is a goal-driven activity and the negotiators may either experience success or failure in achieving their goals. A major theme in the emotion literature is that positive emotions arise when actors are able to attain their goals and the process has been a smooth one and negative emotions are likely to emerge when the actors are unable to achieve their goals and the process has been a difficult one (Lazarus 1991) . As Lazarus (1991, p. 111) notes: "Emotional outcomes are based on whether or not our goals and expectations have been realized and in what ways". The specificities of the negotiation process and the associated outcomes are likely to contribute to the emergence of discrete emotions in the negotiating process. As different discrete emotions have different behavioural implications (Frijda 1986; Lazarus 1991) , it is important to consider not just the valence of an emotion (positive or negative) but more importantly the specific type of positive or negative emotion.
Second, given that emotions are short-lived high intensity states, and that they have specific action tendencies associated with them, it is pertinent and relevant to assess the impact of discrete emotions. For example, anger can lead the negotiators to behave aggressively which may further escalate the conflict whereas negative emotions such as tension or anxiety may induce the negotiators to withdraw from the negotiation which is also detrimental to a positive outcome (Gibson and Callister 2010; Kumar 1997 Kumar , 1999a . As noted earlier, a distinction has also been drawn between two classes of negative emotions, namely dejection-vs. agitation-related (Higgins, 1987) . Dejectionrelated emotions comprise being angry at other, disappointed, dissatisfied, frustrated, hopeless, irritated, regretful, and sad. They are symptomatic of the fact that the desired outcomes have not been attained. Agitation-related emotions, by contrast, represent the presence of a negative outcome. They are comprised of being angry at self, anxious, apprehensive, ashamed, fearful, pressured, self-blaming and tense. These emotions link the negative outcome to a presumed failure on one's part and hence the presence of emotions such as self-blaming or ashamed.
Even though certain basic emotional experiences can be regarded as universal (Ekman 1992) , socio-cultural context greatly impacts on the kind of emotions experienced by individuals and how they respond to them (Markus and Kitayama 1991) .
Thus, it is important to assess the impact of culture on the nature of the emotional experience of individuals situated in different socio-cultural contexts. We now turn to an exploration of the cultural construct and its potential influence on the kind of emotions that individuals situated in different contexts might experience.
National culture
National culture characterizes the social ethos of a group and may be defined as the "… collective programming of the mind" (Hofstede 2001, p. 1) . The individualismcollectivism dimension has by far received the greatest attention in cross-cultural research (e.g. Bond 1994; Brewer and Chen 2007) and it has a long history in social science theorizing (e.g. Brewer and Chen 2007; Markus and Kitayama 1991; Shweder and Bourne 1984) .
Individualists differ from collectivists along a number of dimensions (Chen et al. 1998 ). Individualists emphasize their personal goals whereas the collectivists give precedence to group goals over their individual goals. Individualists are low context communicators whereas collectivists are high context communicators. Individualists are goal-or task-oriented whereas collectivists are more concerned with relationships and harmony management. The individualists also view themselves as "… independent and possessing a unique pattern of traits that distinguish them from other people" (Goncalo and Staw 2006, p. 97) whereas the collectivists view themselves as being in an interdependent relationship with members of their group.
Culture influences the perception of a negotiating outcome or a situation by the cognitive schemas that negotiators bring to bear on an event (Kumar 1999a) . A schema is a cognitive structure that defines the key attributes about a particular object and the interrelationships that might exist between the different attributes (Fiske and Taylor 1991) . Cultural values furnish group members with a schema or a knowledge structure that helps them to make sense of a particular situation (Brett and Okumura 1998; Adair et al. 2009 ). Schemas represent a generalized pattern of sense making that allows the participants to understand the behaviour of their partners and to respond appropriately, and they differ from mental models in that the latter are context dependent (Liu et al. 2012) . A negotiation script is a particular type of schema which specifies the sequence by which a given activity is to be completed (Schank and Abelson 1977) . Scripts represent a temporal ordering in which certain activities take precedence over others. A negotiation script, for example, might outline the different steps that need to be undertaken sequentially to conclude the negotiation. It might also define the processes by which any negotiation impasses are resolved. In essence, the different cognitive scripts highlight the distinctive approaches to negotiation in different cultures.
In Confucian-based cultures such as Japan relationship building is an essential first step in the negotiating process, whereas in the individualistic North American and European cultures relationship building in the sense that it is practiced in East Asia is a rarity (Kumar 1999b) . Conflicting negotiation scripts will disrupt the negotiating process as each negotiator violates the other's expectations. Interruptions will be commonplace as each actor is thwarted from proceeding with the negotiation in the manner that they are used to. Interruptions give rise to emotions (Mandler 1975) and it is to be noted that different emotions are likely to be differentially salient in these cultures. In relational cultures, emotions that are conducive to fostering relationships or emotions that detract from such relationships may be most salient whereas in goaldriven cultures, emotions associated with the successful or unsuccessful completion of an activity may be the most salient (Markus and Kitayama 1991) .
Culture and emotions in intercultural negotiations: Developing research hypotheses
Although emotions are an inextricable part of human existence, there are differences in the emotional states that are likely to be prevalent in different cultures (e.g. Kitayama et al. 2006; Kumar 2004; Markus and Kitayama 1991) . The behavioural incompatibility that emerges in the intercultural negotiating process gives rise to negative emotions that may impede this goal-relevant process (Kumar 1999a) . A distinction has been drawn between achievement and prevention goals (e.g. Bosmans and Baumgartner 2005; Higgins 1987 ).
The achievement goals relate to an individual's ability to either be or not to be successful in any goal pursuit. When individuals succeed in their achievement goals, they experience elation or cheerfulness, but when they fail they experience dejection (Bosmans and Baumgartner 2005) . Prevention goals relate to the individual's ability to avoid failure. When individuals are able to avoid failure, they are likely to be calm or quiescent, but when they are unable to avoid failure, they experience agitation (Bosmans and Baumgartner 2005; Higgins 1987 ). The distinction between dejection and agitation is subtle but, nevertheless, highly consequential for how negotiators may behave, since different emotions are associated with different behavioural tendencies in different cultures (Kumar 1999a) .
The key distinction between the achievement and prevention goals revolves around the fact that the same situation can be construed in different ways by different negotiators. Consider, for example, the fact that a negotiation has been unsuccessful.
Those negotiators, who have focused on achievement goals, will feel disappointed or sad (cf. dejection) due to absence of a positive outcome. By contrast, those negotiators, who have focused on prevention goals, will feel tension or fear (cf. agitation), as they have been unable to prevent a negative outcome (i.e. the failure of negotiation) from occurring.
The key assumption in this research is that while negotiators in both individualistic and collectivistic cultures may potentially experience both sets of emotions (dejection vs. agitation), it is the relative dominance of one over the other that is likely to be culturally dependent. In particular, it is predicted that in individualistic cultures dejection-related emotions are likely to be more prevalent whereas in collectivistic cultures agitation-related emotions are likely to be more dominant. As discussed earlier, individualistic cultures are goal-oriented (achievement goals) and the absence or the inability to attain a positive outcome may therefore give rise to dejectionrelated emotions (Higgins 1987; Kumar 1999a ).
In turn, collectivistic cultures are harmony-oriented cultures where potential threats to harmony are taken seriously. When a pre-existing harmony is brought into question or when harmony fails to get established, it represents the presence of a negative outcome in a collectivistic culture. Failure in harmony attainment may cause loss of face which is an outcome that needs to be studiously avoided (prevention goals) in collectivistic cultures both because it violates deeply held local norms and also because face-repair is often a prolonged process (Earley 1997; Kim and Nam 1998) .
Although face is important in all cultures, its importance is greater in collectivistic as opposed to individualistic cultures (Kim and Nam 1998). A loss of face in a collectivistic culture leads to a critical evaluation of the entire self which may generate a sense of "…. Being small, and of being worthless" (Kim and Nam 1998, p. 527). When face is threatened collectivists are likely to experience agitation-related emotions such as fear because the potential consequences are so severe. A failure to successfully conclude a negotiation implies an absence of harmony and this may be a face-threatening outcome. Avoiding loss of face is therefore an important prevention-related goal and, not surprisingly agitation-related emotions in the nature of fear, tension, or anxiety may be dominant here (Kumar 1999a) . This leads to the following hypothesis. In a negotiation context, this adoption of others' viewpoints mainly concerns various kinds of interests. Both negotiating parties are likely to be driven by a desire to protect and maximize their personal interests (e.g. getting a promotion or saving face) as well as the interests of the organizations they work for (e.g. market growth or wellbeing of employees). According to the motivated information processing theory, individuals' active motives shape cognitive processing by making them to selectively notice, encode and retain information that is consistent with their desires (Kunda 1990; Nickerson 1998 ).
As defined above, perspective-taking refers to cognitive ability to consider and appreciate others' viewpoints. In the present research context, this implies that those negotiators with higher levels of perspective-taking ability (boosting the interestcongruent selective information processing) understand more clearly (in comparison to negotiators with lower levels of perspective-taking ability) that maximizing their own self-interest requires being sensitive to the interests of the counter-negotiator as well.
This realization facilitates concession-making and tolerance towards the ambitions of other party (cf. Galinsky et al. 2008) . Perspective-takers understand the available competitive stakes and aggressive strategies, and yet promote mutual co-operation for joint gain. This blending of realistic cognitive assessment with what appears to be a prosocial motivation explains why perspective-taking has broad social benefits. (Gilin et al. 2013) Thus, perspective-taking can be advantageous in intercultural negotiations.
First, by being able to assess, how one's counterpart views the situation, the negotiator may be better able to understand the other's interests, needs, and goals, and in so doing to better calibrate one's negotiation strategy. Galinsky et al. (2008) suggest that perspective-taking allows negotiators to override their passions and to find the right balance between competition and co-operation and this enhances the possibility of a successful agreement. Thus, in a negotiation that is about to get derailed, staying emotionally calm or less volatile should be easier and more productive for negotiators with a high level of perspective-taking ability than for the negotiators with a lower perspective-taking ability. As a matter of fact, prior research suggests that perspectivetaking promotes cooperative behaviour (Parker and Axtell 2001) and leads to positive negotiation outcomes (Galinsky et al. 2008) as well as to a greater tendency to forgive the behaviour of the other actor (McCullough et al. 1997 ).
Second, scholars maintain that collectivists, as opposed to the individualists, are better in their perspective-taking ability (e.g. Wu and Keysar 2007) . Collectivists prioritise group accomplishments over their own and this makes them to adapt to the needs or the demands of other people. Being more sensitive to other people implies that collectivists understand better the perspective and interests of an out-group member, while for individualists this ability is weaker leading them to emphasize with the perspective of an in-group member (cf. Usunier 2003) . As discussed earlier, different sets of emotions are associated with different types of action tendencies (Frijda 1986; Lazarus 1991) . It is hypothesized that dejectionrelated emotions should lead individualistic negotiators to show an approach tendency (Kumar 1999a) . The key rationale is that dejection-related emotions signify the inability of the negotiators to fulfil their achievement-related goals (absence of a positive outcome) that gives rise to frustration and/or anger. These dejection-related emotions often lead to aggressive behaviour as individualists redouble their efforts to obtain the desired outcome; this should show as a heightened approach tendency (Berkowitz 1989; Kumar 1999a ).
On the other hand, in collectivistic cultures face-maintenance plays a singularly important role and disruption of harmony (failing in attaining their relational goals) is to be avoided. Agitation-related emotions can be expected to lead collectivistic negotiators to show an approach tendency. This is because tangible outcomes are of less importance for negotiators with a collectivistic mind set than for those negotiators who possess an individualistic mind set (Kim and Nam 1998). Scholars also suggest that collectivists are more inclined to use strategies such as obliging, that is, accommodating to the other party's concerns (Oetzel and Ting-Toomey 2003; Ting-Toomey et al. 2000; TingToomey and Kurogi 1998) . In effect, agitation-related emotions are likely to facilitate the obliging attempts at re-establishment of harmony (i.e. face and relationship repair).
In other words, agitation-related emotions can promote an approach tendency among collectivistic negotiators, since approach tendency may be regarded as the mechanism by which these negotiators seek to repair their relationships and, in doing so, defuse conflicts among the parties. In sum, our third hypothesis states that different types of negative emotions can lead to the same behavioural tendency among negotiators with in different cultural mind sets. 
Use of scenario analysis
Most negotiation studies involve the use of a negotiation or a bargaining game (e.g. Brett and Okumura 1998; Kopelman et al. 2006; Lee et al. 2006 ). However, some scholars (e.g. Barry et al. 2004 ) have questioned whether emotions can be experienced in a laboratory setting, given its artificiality and the lack of personal stakes in the situation at hand.
At the same time, it has been pointed out that scenario-based studies are particularly germane for studying sensitive issues, such as emotions (Wilks 2004), and they are not uncommon in the field of negotiation research (see e.g. van Kleef et al. 2006 ). The argument has also been made that such studies can lessen personal biases because individuals are asked to respond to the situation on the basis of a character in the scenario rather than on the basis of their own viewpoint (Hughes and Huby 2002) . It has also been suggested that scenarios make it easier to attain cross-cultural equivalence as a standardized stimuli is presented to the participants (Leung and Bond 1984) .
The negotiation scenario that was utilized for the purposes of this study describes a failed negotiation between an American and a Japanese company. The transcript is based on an extensive review of the literature of how the Japanese and the Americans negotiate. The transcript (as well as the accompanying questionnaire) was translated into Finnish for the Finnish sample and then back-translated into English to ensure translation accuracy (detection of errors and ambiguities). As English is widely spoken and well understood in India, it was not deemed necessary to effect such a translation into Hindi for the Indian sample.
Study participants
A total of 106 Finnish and 114 Indian Master's level business students participated in the study. The students were enrolled in a Master's program at their respective institutions. The mean age of the Finnish students was 25.3 (SD = 6.67) whereas the mean age of the Indian students was 23.4 (SD = 2.88). The Finnish sample consisted of 40 men and 64 women while the Indian sample consisted of 77 men and 24 women.
Finnish and Indian students were chosen as exemplars of individualism and collectivism for two fundamental reasons. First, as already discussed, Finland was regarded to represent a culture in which individualism predominates over collectivism whereas in India the case was believed to be the opposite (these assumptions were confirmed, see the Results-section). Second, there has been an imbalance in prior research concerning cross-cultural negotiation literature in that most studies have drawn from East Asian and North American samples.
Measures
Individualism-collectivism. The INDCOL-scale was used (Singelis et al. 1995 (Ulijn et al. 2005) , assessing the frequency with which they were experienced as study participants read the scenario, was utilized.
Emotions. A 30-item battery of emotions
This 30-item list consists of positive emotions, dejection-related emotions, agitationrelated emotions, other negative emotions and a neutral emotion (see Table 1 ).
Dejection-related emotions -being angry at other, disappointed, dissatisfied, frustrated, hopeless, irritated, regretful and sad -are indicative of a situation characterized by the absence of a positive outcome. Agitation-related emotions -angry at self, anxious, apprehensive, ashamed, fearful, pressured, self-blaming and tense -on the other hand, characterize the presence of a negative outcome. The participants were asked to select the option that best describes how often they felt (when playing the role of David or Ishikawa) that way (each of the listed emotions) during the negotiation. A five-point scale ranging from 0 = "never" to 4 = "almost always" was used.
'Insert Table 1 here'
The item-total correlation tests were conducted for checking the homogeneity of the individualism/collectivism-and emotion-scales. Using the threshold level of 0.20 (Everitt 2002, p. 196) for ensuring appropriate levels of unidimensionality and purifying the scales, a number of items were discarded from the final constructs. Approach-avoidance tendency. Study participants' desire or willingness to engage in any future interaction with their negotiating counterparts was assessed by asking them:
"If you were in the situation of David (Ishikawa) how desirable would it be for you to (a) get out of the negotiation as soon as possible?; and (b) to accidentally meet David (Ishikawa) at a party in the evening?" These questions tap into negotiators' state level desire to either exit the negotiation situation or maintain contact with their negotiating counterpart over time. They were derived from the work of Mehrabian and Russell (1974) who identified four dimensions of approach-avoidance: (i) desire to stay in the situation; (ii) desire to explore the situation; (iii) desire to work in the situation; and (iv) desire to affiliate in the situation. While question (a) directly concerns negotiations, question (b) has clear implications for them. That is, if the negotiators consider it desirable to meet their counterparts accidentally in the evening of the day they negotiated, it is indicative of their wish to reinitiate interactions with them. That, in turn, may provide the basis for restarting the negotiations. The approach and avoidance tendency were measured using a five-point scale ranging from 0 = "not at all" to 4 = "tremendously".
Perspective-taking ability. To avoid respondent fatigue (vignette and research questions without perspective-taking measures yielded a 12-page questionnaire), a single-item measure of perspective-taking ability was collected from the study participants. The Indian and Finnish students were asked to indicate how well they could identify themselves with the role assigned to them (David or Ishikawa), using a 5-point scale ranging from 0 = "not at all" to 4 = "tremendously well". Additional rationale for this measurement is that the pre-existing scales concerning perspective-taking (e.g. Davis 1983) tackle individual differences in the general ability to view various issues from an alternative standpoint, thus being ill-fitted for the study adopting the role-playing and third-person technique.
Results
Prior to testing the research hypotheses, it is necessary to determine whether individualism or collectivism is more dominant in the sample countries. The analysis of the individualism/collectivism proportions (via an independent samples t-test) shows that they are significantly different (t = 3.21, p < 0.01). In line with our assumptions, in Tables 2 and 3 ) also resonate with these findings. In the Finnish sample, namely, individualism is positively correlated with dejection (r = 0.21, p < 0.05) and is not linked to agitation (r = 0.09, p > 0.05). By contrast, in the Indian sample, collectivism is negatively correlated with dejection (r = -0.28, p < 0.01) which is consistent with H1b. However, contrary to it, collectivism is negatively related to agitation (r = -0.23, p < 0.05) as well. In sum, these results render partial support for H1.
Test of Hypothesis 2: Emotional volatility
We now proceed to test whether, in an unsuccessful intercultural business negotiation, Table 4 here' Table 4 also reports these results at the scale-level (see the capital-lettered lines).
Even though this approach to some extent levels out the differences found at the itemlevel, the basic message remains the same. Across all of the five emotion classes, the role played (David vs. Ishikawa) made a strong difference in the experience of the Finns. In the case of the Indians, this only occurred across three emotion classes and with lower confidence levels.
The fact that the Finns experienced different sets of emotions depending upon whether they were playing David or Ishikawa suggests that they were insufficiently able to consider the world from the viewpoint of the other party and appreciate their interests, preferences, values and needs. Had such capacity been present, there would not have been such a difference in their emotional responding because of the moderating effect of perspective-taking ability. This is precisely what happened to more collectivistic Indians due to their greater ability to perspective-taking: the lower emotional volatility was its manifestation. Thus, empirical support was found for H2.
Test of Hypothesis 3: Approach tendency
As to test the last hypothesis, potential cultural antecedents and emotional facilitators behind the approach tendency in an unsuccessful intercultural business negotiation was assessed. Hierarchical regression analysis was conducted in order to uncover reasons for this behavioural tendency.
The results of the first step of the hierarchical analysis suggest that neither individualistic mind set of the negotiator nor agitation-related or dejection-related emotions themselves affect approach tendency. Collectivistic mind set, on the contrary, positively affects approach tendency (B = 0.17, p < 0.05). This direct effect is in line with the idea that collectivistic cultural values embrace harmony orientation and prevention goals (Kim and Nam 1998). In a collectivistic culture, relationships are highly valued and when they are brought into question then the collectivists will put in the effort to try to repair this breach. This tendency to avoid failure in harmony maintenance (prevention goal) drives them towards an approach tendency. Gender was used as a control variable in the analysis, since it is possible that women are more relationship-oriented and prevention-goal-directed than men (see e.g. Eagly 2009; Gervais et al. 2010; Greenhalgh and Gilkey 1993) . However, the results reveal only a marginally significant effect that actually points to the opposite direction; women are less likely than men to approach the opposing side of negotiation after unsuccessful negotiations.
To further study potential moderating effects between negotiator's mind set and emotions, we first formed the standardized composites for each of these (four) variables and then multiplied the corresponding scores to create the relevant interaction terms (Mathieu et al. 1992) . In partial support of H3a, it is found that the interaction between individualism and dejection-related emotions is positively (B = 0.17, p < 0.05) related to approach tendency. In other words, a negotiator's individualistic mind set fosters approach tendency the more the negotiator experiences dejection-related emotions. This is an interesting finding, since neither high individualism nor strong dejection-related emotions individually has a significant effect on approach tendency; both of these conditions need to be satisfied. H3b, instead, does not receive support as the interaction effect between collectivism and agitation-related emotions on approach tendency is non-significant. The key results of the hierarchical regression analysis are presented in Table 5 . 'Insert Table 5 here' Identical hierarchical regression analysis was conducted for avoidance tendency, but the results were non-significant throughout. Interestingly, in the Finnish data, dejection is positively correlated (r = 0.23, p < 0.05) with approach, while there is no such correlation in the Indian data (see Tables 2 and 3 ). In turn, it is agitation that is positively correlated with approach (r = 0.21, p < 0.05) in the Indian data. This is not true for the Finnish data that, in contrast, show a positive correlation between agitation and avoidance (r = 0.21, < 0.05). While these correlations possess less analytical value, they are consistent with the general idea behind H3: the same emotions can lead to opposite behavioural tendencies in different cultures.
Discussion
In summary, this study finds partial support for the Hypotheses 1 and 3 and stronger support for the Hypothesis 2. The theoretical implications along with future research directions and limitations of the study are now discussed.
Theoretical implications
The present research carries theoretical implications for the study of intercultural negotiations. Scholars have noted that intercultural negotiations can often create interactional difficulties, yet with a few exceptions have failed to specify what factors are involved in these dynamics (for exceptions see George et al. 1998; Lee et al. 2006) . While cultural determinants have been shown to have a pivotal role in intercultural dispute resolution, negotiators' personal situation-specific mental models can also be influential (Tinsley et al. 2011) . This study highlights the importance of emotions in an intercultural negotiating context. First of all, our evidence indicates that Finns experience negative emotions of all types (dejection and agitation) in an unsuccessful intercultural business negotiation to a greater degree than Indians. Furthermore, as predicted, Finns experience more of dejection-than agitation-related emotions and when dejected, engage in obtaining a more favourable outcome. To our knowledge this is the first empirical demonstration that links dejection-related emotions and individualism to an approach tendency. This finding is broadly illustrative of how negotiators from individualistic cultures deal with a lack of success in their negotiating efforts. An attempt to reengage with the other actor to achieve a more positive outcome is natural, given that individualistic negotiators are predominantly driven by the achievement goals as opposed to prevention-related goals.
However, if the individualists' approach tendency is enacted in an overtly aggressive way, it may backfire (Kumar, 2004) . This is not a proposition that has been explicitly tested here but it is a potential implication of the study that invites further consideration.
Indians, by contrast, seem to rarely experience negative emotions of any type (dejection or agitation) and instead report positive or neutral emotions such as happy, calm, satisfied, and regretful, even in the case of an unsuccessful negotiation. We propose that this is due to the greater perspective-taking ability of the collectivists as compared to their individualistic counterparts. Individuals who have a greater perspective-taking ability are more likely to overcome the emotionality associated with their responses (Galinsky et al. 2008) , pointing to the need to incorporate it into moderation/mediation analyses to more fully and specifically understand its role (cf. Grant and Berry 2011) . The empirical findings are quite clear on this inasmuch as the Indians demonstrate much lower emotional volatility relative to their Finnish counterparts. Yet, another intriguing potential account lies in the differences between the personal negotiation-specific mental models (e.g. variable sum-vs. fixed pieassumptions) of Finns and Indians (cf. Tinsley et al. 2011) . Further research should pay attention to these theoretical implications.
Although collectivists have a greater perspective-taking ability which explains lower emotional volatility, we should note that this may be reinforced by the fact that emotional regulation is often easier for individuals in collectivistic cultures (e.g. Butler et al. 2007; Luomala et al. 2004) . Ravali et al. (2007) , in a study of Hindu Gujarati children, noted that they were socialized at a very early age to control the expression of their negative emotions. As they note (2007, p. 93 ) "Gujarati children perceived others to be less accepting of anger and sadness than pain, and also reported controlling anger and sadness more than physical pain". In a similar vein, Kakar and Kakar (2007, p. 199) note "The Indian mind has a harder time expressing anger and guilt but is more comfortable than the individualistic psyche in dealing with feelings of sympathy and shame".
These issues clearly need to be tested in other studies. In any event, the tendency of Indians to negate the impact of negative emotions either through better perspectivetaking ability and/or better emotional self-regulation suggests that they may more skilfully manage the potential downside that is often inherent in the expression of negative emotions. This is an intriguing finding implying an inherent advantage for Indians in cross-cultural negotiations. Whether these findings are unique to India or whether they might generalize to other collectivistic cultures such as China or Japan is an open question. India has not been an easy country to characterize in terms of any cultural typology (Ronen and Shenkar 1985; Sinha and Kanungo 1997) .
Study limitations and future research suggestions
This study, like others, has its share of limitations. Firstly, measuring emotions is not easy and while most studies utilize self-report measures of emotions it remains an open question as to how well they capture the essence of emotional experience (Barry et al. 2004; Kumar 2004) . Secondly, the negotiation scenario that was used may abstract away from some of the unique aspects of the Finnish and the Indian approaches to negotiations. It is therefore conceivable that this may limit the realism of the scenario to the participants and, in doing so, may constrain their emotional responses to the lower end of the scale. At the same time, however, this may also limit any self-serving biases and provide a more conservative test of the hypotheses. Thirdly, study participants' level of prior knowledge on American and Japanese negotiation culture and practices were not measured. Thus, it was not possible to evaluate the role played by prior knowledge in affecting the results. It is important that future studies include more control variables so that alternative explanations can be more systematically ruled out. Finally, while this study has tapped into negotiator intentions, it has not measured negotiator's actual behaviour, and given that intentions and behaviour do not always converge, some caution in interpreting the results are necessary. Nevertheless, the present research raises questions that need to be addressed in more detail in subsequent studies.
Our study is among the first to bridge a void in exploring the linkages between culture and emotions in an intercultural negotiation setting. Many scholars have observed that work in this area is limited (Cropanzano et. al 2012) . To the extent that the linkages between culture and emotion have been investigated, the dominant focus has been on anger and tension (Adam and Shirako 2013; Druckman and Olekalns 2008; . Although anger and tension are important emotions, there is a need to broaden our understanding about the role of other dejection-and agitation-related emotions. The present study made one such attempt in that it demonstrated how the experience of different emotions (dejection vs. agitation) is culture-dependent and can be associated with different behaviours.
The work reported in this paper can be extended in a number of different ways.
For example, a broader range of samples from both individualistic and collectivistic cultures is needed so that the generalizability of the findings can be assessed. Since negotiations also vary in their level of complexity, it would be valuable to explore the role of interaction between culture and the negotiating context in the emergence of emotions. This work has focused on the emotions that individuals experience in a negotiating context. Yet, emotions can also be suppressed and/or displayed strategically (Kopelman et al. 2006) . It, thus, remains an open question if dejection-and agitationrelated emotions can be equally suppressed or used strategically only in particular cultural contexts or more generally. This is also an avenue that deserves further exploration. We hope that this inquiry provides further impetus for reinvigorating the study of culture and emotions in an intercultural negotiating context. 2) It had been four weeks since Norio had left, and David had not heard anything about the matter. So David called Norio in Tokyo, and found out that Norio was abroad. After this David wrote to the Japanese company and described his interest in their products suggesting a meeting at their earliest convenience. Emphasis on achieving tangible outcomes 1) Dave: Would it at all be possible for you to sign a contract or come to some tentative agreement at this point in time? 2) Dave: That is right. We have been aiming at the licence with exclusive rights in the North American markets on condition that we would have the first call on our possible future expansion into the European market. Aggressive persuasion 1) Dave: We did some hard thinking last evening and we have come up with a new proposal that you won't be able to refuse? 2) Dave: (In a rather indignant tone) Are you trying to say that you do not want to stick to matters that we had already tentatively agreed on? If the situation is such we will have to reconsider the concessions we offered you earlier during this discussion.
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Appendix B. Key features of Japanese culture as communicated by the vignette.
Collectivistic aspects of Japanese culture Illustrative excerpts from the vignette
High context communication 1) He had barely uttered the question when he realized that the Japanese were not responding. He noticed, in fact, that one of them was taking a short snooze. 2) Ishikawa: (crosses his arms on his chest, looks into the ceiling and mutters) Hmm….it…may…not…be so easy. We will write to you as soon as possible. Relationship orientation 1) After having dined at one of Tokyo's exclusive restaurants the Japanese took their guests to what was probably one of the most popular geisha places in town.
2) The following day was no different in that it also included a long period of drinking and a visit to the centre of nightlife. Patience 1) Ishikawa: Maybe we should discuss this at another occasion? 2) Ishikawa: We need more time to consider your proposal. Dave: Do you think one more meeting will be needed? Ishikawa: Maybe so. Minimizing uncertainty and developing confidence in their partner 1) Ishikawa: How much of an assistance do you anticipate you might require from us in effectively utilizing the technology? 2) Ishikawa: We understand you are aiming at the European markets right now. Do you have any plans regarding Asia? We would like to familiarize ourselves with your plans having to do with this proposal. Emphasis on intangible outcomes 1) The Japanese sat silently -avoiding any direct eye contact with the Americans. They then began speaking quietly amongst each other in Japanese.
2) Ishikawa: On behalf of Suzuki-san we wish you welcome to our country. We hope your visit will be a pleasant one. Your country, as we all know, is the leading in the world….
(for 15-20 minutes he goes on to praise the United States for its great achievements and good will.)
